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/DANIEL PAN/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 4193DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent 
basis for the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1 .75(d)(1 ) and MPEP 

§ 608.01 (o). Correction of the following is required: Claim 25 recites a "position- 
controlled distinctive electric drive mechanism" for each of the roll changers. The 
specification fails to provide proper antecedent basis for said drive mechanism. 
Claim 34 recites a "web changer" intermediate first and seconds printing units 
and a re-reeling device. The specification provides no antecedent basis for said 
web changer. However, the specification recites a "web dryer" intermediate first 
and second printing units. Applicant may have intended to use the recitation 
"web dryer" in the claim language. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 24 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Woessner (US Patent 3,948,504) in view of Wojewoda (US 
Patent 6,551,685) and Niedermeyer (US Patent 6,375,605). 
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For claim 24: Woessner teaches a method for producing a printed product 
(column 2, lines 37-38) including unrolling a first web of material from a first roll 
(column 2, line 30), imprinting said first roll of material (column 2, lines 32, 37-38) 
and winding said first imprinted roll into a first imprinted web at a first roll speed 
(column 2, lines 38-39). The method taught in Woessner also includes providing 
a second imprinted web roll (column 2, lines 30, 37-38), providing a 
superstructure (column 2, line 47) including a web separating means (column 2, 
line 61) and a turning bar arrangement (column 3, lines 6, 38-39), bringing the 
first and second webs to the superstructure (column 2, lines 46-48), separating 
each of said first and second webs into several partial webs (column 3, line 1), 
mixing said partial webs (column 1, lines 2-3), longitudinally folding said partial 
webs (column 6, lines 37-38) and transversely cutting the mixed partial webs 
(column 6, lines 45-46). Woessner teaches the performance of the unwinding, 
separating, mixing, folding and cutting of the first and second imprinted webs in a 
separate apparatus, thus with a second speed, the first speed being greater than 
the second speed. 

Woessner fails to teach the unwinding of a second imprinted web. However, 
Wojewoda teaches the unwinding of the first and second imprinted webs from the 
first and second web rolls (column 3, line 55). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method in Woessner to include the unrolling of the first and second webs as 
taught by Wojewoda for the purpose of improving the quality of cuts and 
perforations imposed on the webs thereafter. 
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Woessner also fails to teach the transverse folding of the mixed partial webs and 
the performance process of unwinding, separating, mixing, folding, cutting the 
first and second webs at a second speed slower than the first speed. However, 
Niedermeyer teaches a method for transversely folding a web material (column 
1 , lines 1 0-20). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine a method of transverse folding 
taught by Niedermeyer with the method in Woessner in view of Wojewoda for the 
purpose of producing folded printed products such as newspapers. 
For claim 27 and 28: The above combination of Woessner, Wojewoda and 
Niedermeyer teach all of limitations of claims 27 and 28. Woessner teaches the 
slitting of either the first or second imprinted web into a plurality of partial webs 
(column 6, line 36-38). 

4. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hartmann (US Patent 6,360,665) in view of Lehrieder (US Patent 7,243,827B2) 
and in view of Cote (US Patent 6,705,982B1 ). 

Hartmann teaches a processing device of a web-fed printing press (column 1, 
lines 34-35) comprising at least first and second roll changers adapted to unwind 
imprinted webs of material (column 2, lines 8-9), a draw-in unit for each roll 
changer (column 2, line 1 1 ), a longitudinal web cutting device arranged after the 
draw-in unit (column 2, lines 23-24), a turning bar arrangement after said 
longitudinal web cutting device (column 2, lines 13, 34). Hartmann fails to teach 
a separate position-controlled electric drive mechanism for each roll changer, a 
control device adapted to control said electric drive mechanism. 
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Lehrieder teaches a position controlled electric drive mechanism with a control 
device adapted to control the drive mechanism. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to add the 
electric drive mechanism and adapted control device as taught by Lehrieder to 
the teachings of Hartmann for the purpose of controlling more precisely the 
speed of the roll changers to match the draw-in units. 

Hartmann fails to teach at least one former, one transverse cutting device and 
one transverse folder adapted to produce a printed product. However, Cote 
teaches a plurality of formers, a cutting device and a folder to produce a printed 
product from a web of material (column 6, lines 22-28). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the device Cote with the 
printing press taught in Hartmann for the purpose of collating printed webs of 
materials from the press taught in Hartman to finalize more accurately the printed 
products. 

5. Claims 26, 32 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Saupe (US Patent 7,243,602B2) in view of Michalik (US 
Patent 6,338,707B1). 

For claim 26: Saupe teaches a web-fed rotary printing press including a first roll 
changer (paragraph 14, lines 1-2), a first roll changer (paragraph 14, lines 2-3), 
first and second printing units (paragraph 14, line 3) and a re-reeling device 
(paragraph 14, lines 7-8). It teaches a further processing device (paragraph 17, 
line 2), a second roll changer (paragraph 17, line 3), a superstructure (figure 1, 
label 7) and a transverse folder (paragraph 17, line 3). The printing press and 
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processing unit are taught to be housed together (paragraph 15, lines 2-4). 
Saupe does not teach a longitudinal fold former. However, Michalik teaches a 
longitudinal fold former within a printing press (column 1, lines 6-8). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed 
invention was made to modify Saupe for including the longitudinal fold former 
taught by Michalik with the printing press for the purpose of producing a 
longitudinally and transversely folded product such as a newspaper. 
For claim 32: Claim 32 further recites the limitation of arranging the web-fed 
rotary printing press and the processing unit side-by-side. However, Saupe 
depicts the arrangement of the web-fed rotary printing press and the processing 
unit as side-by-side (Fig. 1). 

For claim 33: Claim 33 further recites the limitation that the first and second web 
running directions for the first and second roll changers are parallel. Saupe 
teaches the arrangement of the roll changers as parallel (Fig. 1 ). 
6. Claims 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Woessner (US Patent 3,948,504), Wojewoda (US Patent 6,551,685) and 
Niedermeyer (US Patent 6,375,705) as applied to claims 27 and 28 above, and 
further in view of Izawa (US Patent 6,821 ,038B2). 

For claim 29: The combination of Woessner, Wojewoda and Niedermeyer 
teaches all of the limitations of claim 29 as found in claim 27. The combination 
does not teach that the first and second partial webs have a width of two pages. 
However, Izawa teaches the slitting of a web to provide a first and second partial 
web with a width of two pages (column 4, lines 41-43). It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art modify the combination of Woessner, 
Wojewoda and Niedermeyer with the teachings of Izawa for the purpose of 
providing the ability to produce partial webs with widths of two pages because 
such a partial web is especially suited for collating into a book or newspaper. 
For claim 30: The combination of Woessner, Wojewoda and Nied does not teach 
that said partial webs have a width of two pages. However, Izawa teaches that 
partial webs may be cut to have a length of two pages (column 4, lines 41-43). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the combination of Woessner, Wojewoda and 
Niedermeyer for the purpose of providing the ability to produce multiple pages 
such as partial webs of two-pages. 

For claim 31 : The combination of Woessner, Wojewoda, Niedermeyer and Izawa 
teaches all of the limitations of claim 31 as found in claim 29 above. The 
combination does not teach that the pages are a newspaper page; however, 
Izawa teaches that the pages are newspaper pages (column 4, line 47). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to use newspaper pages as taught in Izawa for the purpose of reducing the 
cost of a producing numerous large printed products. 
7. Claims 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Saupe (US Patent 7,243,602B2) and Michalik (US Patent 
6,338,707B1) as applied to claim 26 above, and further in view of DeVroome (US 
PG Pub 2002/01 071 23A1). 
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The combination of Saupe and Michalik teach all of the elements of claims 34 
and 35 as found in claim 26. The combination does not teach a web changer 
intermediate the first and second printing units and a re-reeling device and a 
cooling roller arrangement between the first and second printing units and a re- 
reeling device. However, DeVroome teaches a web changer and a cooling roller 
arrangement between the first and second printing units and the re-reeling 
device. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the web changer and cooling roller of 
DeVroome into the teachings of Saupe and Michalik for the purpose of drying the 
printed ink and cooling the heat dried web before re-reeling it. 
8. Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hartmann (US Patent 6,360,665), Lehrieder (US Patent 7,243,827B2) and Cote 
(US Patent 6,705,982B1 ) as applied to claim 25 above, and further in view of 
Dufour (US Patent 6,298,781 B1) and Herbert (US Patent 6,886,823B2). 
The combination of Hartmann, Lehrieder and Cote teaches all of the limitations of 
claim 36 as found in claim 25. The combination does not teach at least a first 
former centered on an uncut web. However, Dufour teaches a former centered 
on a partial web. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the 
time the invention was made to combine the former centered on a part of Dufour 
with the combination of Hartmann, Lehrieder and Cote for the purpose of better 
holding the partial web in place. 

The combination does not teach a second former centered on a partial web. 
However, Herbert teaches a second former centered on a partial web. It would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the time the invention was 
made to combine the teachings of Herbert with that of Woessner, Wojewoda and 
Niedermeyer for the purpose of better holding the partial web in place. 

9. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Woessner (US Patent 3,948,504), Wojewoda (US Patent 6,551 ,685) and 
Niedermeyer (US Patent 6,375,705) as applied to claim 24 above, and further in 
view of Taniguchi (US Patent 5,735,203). 

The combination of Woessner, Wojewoda and Niedermeyer teaches all of the 
limitations of claim 37 as found in claim 24. The combination does not teach that 
the first web speed is at least 30% greater than the second web speed. 
However, Taniguchi teaches that the first web speed is at least 30% greater than 
the second web speed. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art the time the invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Taniguchi to 
the combination of Woessner, Wojewoda and Niedermeyer for the purpose of 
providing correlation of the amount of printed product in each apparatus. 

10. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Woessner (US Patent 3,948,504), Wojewoda (US Patent 6,551,685) and 
Niedermeyer (US Patent 6,375,705) as applied to claim 24 above, and further in 
view of Leyva (US PG Pub 2002/01 81 002A1). 

The combination of Woessner, Wojewoda and Niedermeyer teaches all of the 
limitations of claim 38 as found in claim 24. The combination does not teach the 
limitation of selecting the first web speed as a maximum production speed. 
However, Leyva teaches the election of the first web speed as a maximum 
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production speed. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
the time the invention was made to combine election of the first web speed as a 
maximum as taught in Leyva with the combination for the purpose of recognizing 
a maximum speed for the printing press to determine the production capabilities. 
1 1 . Claims 39-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Woessner (US Patent 3,948,504), Wojewoda (US Patent 6,551 ,685) and 
Niedermeyer (US Patent 6,375,705) as applied to claim 24 above, and further in 
view of Walczak (US PG Pub 2002/0078839A1). 

For claim 39: The combination of Woessner, Wojewoda and Niedermeyer 
teaches all of the limitations of claim 39 as found in claim 24. The combination 
does not teach the use of a 16-page printing press as claimed. However, 
Walczak teaches that the use of a 16-page press is generally known in the art 
(paragraph 3, lines 3-4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art the time the invention was made to implement the 16-page printing press 
disclosed in Walczak in the combination of Woessner, Wojewoda and 
Niedermeyer for the purpose of more readily being able to print newspapers and 
other publications. 

For claim 40: The combination of Woessner, Wojewoda and Niedermeyer 
teaches all of the limitations of claim 40 as found in claim 24. The combination 
does not teach a method of producing a 32 page product. However, Walczak 
teaches a method of producing a 32 page product by running the 16-page 
printing press twice. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
the time the invention was made to add the step taught in Walczak for the 
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purpose of producing a 32-page printed product for use in production of a 
newspaper. 

12. Claims 41 -42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hartmann (US Patent 6,360,665), Lehrieder (US Patent 7,243,827B2) and 
Cote (US Patent 6,705,982B1 ) as applied to claim 25 above, and further in view 
of Walczak (US PG Pub 2002/0078839A1 ). 

For claim 41 : The combination of Hartmann, Lehrieder and Cote teaches all of 
the limitations of claim 40 as found in claim 25. The combination does not teach 
the use of a 16-page printing press as claimed. However, Walczak teaches that 
the use of a 16-page press is generally known in the art (paragraph 3, lines 3-4). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement the 16-page printing press disclosed in 
Walczak in the combination of Hartmann, Lehrieder and Cote for the purpose of 
being able to more readily print newspapers and other larger publications. 
The combination of Hartmann, Lehrieder and Cote teaches all of the limitations in 
claim 42 as found in claim 25. The combination does not the production of a 
printed product of 32 pages. However, Walczak teaches the production of a 32 
page product from running the printing press for 16 pages twice (paragraph 3, 
lines 3-4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the time 
the invention was made to add the limitation of producing a 32 page printed 
product as taught by Walczak for the purpose of using said product in the 
production of a newspaper. 
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13. Claim 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hartmann (US Patent 6,360,665), Lehrieder (US Patent 7,243,827B2) and Cote 
(US Patent 6,705,982B1) as applied to claim 25 above, and further in view of 
Vestman (US Patent 6,109,182). 

The combination of Hartmann, Lehrieder and Cote teaches all of the limitations of 
claim 43 as found in claim 25. The combination does not teach that the does not 
printing press is a job printing press. However, Vestman teaches a jobbing 
printing press (figure 3a and 3b). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art the time the invention was made to utilize a jobbing printing press 
within the frame of Hartmann, Lehrieder and Cote for the purpose of cost 
effectively duplicating products. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to DAVID H. BANH whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-3851 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 7:30AM-5PM 
Alt. Fri 7:30AM-4PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Long T. Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-1753. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

DHB 

/DANIEL PAN/ 
Primary Examiner 



